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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Prior to the entry of this amendment, claims 1-10, 12-23 and 31-44 were pending 
in this application. Claims 1, 20, 31, 37, and 43 have been amended, no claims have been added 

and no claims have been canceled herein. Therefore, claims 1-10, 12-23 and 31-44 remain 
pending in this application. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of these claims for at 
least the reasons presented below. 

35 U.S.C. S 112 Claim Rejections 

The Office Action has rejected claims 1 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. More specifically, the Office Action 
rejects claims 1 and 20 as reciting "the saved mapping catalog" with insufficient antecedent basis 
for this element. The Applicants respectfully submit that an amendment has been made herein 
that is thought to address the reason for the rejection. Specifically, the recitation of "the saved 
mapping catalog" of claims 1 and 20 have been amended to recite "the stored mapping catalog." 
Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection. 

35 U.S.C. S 103 Rejection. Durand in view ofShen, in further view ofTzelnic 

The Office action has rejected claims 1, 2, 4-10, 12-17, 20, 21, 23, 31, 33-37 and 
39-44 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U. S. Patent No. 5,694,598 to Durand 
et al. (hereinafter "Durand") in view of U. S. Patent No. 5,596,746 to Shen et al. (hereinafter 
"Shen"), in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,366,987 to Tzelnic et al. (hereinafter "Tzelnic"). 
The Applicant respectfully submits that the Office Action does not establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness in rejecting these claims. Therefore, the Applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection. 
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In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Office Action must 
establish: 1) some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the references or 
combine their teachings; 2) a reasonable expectation of success of such a modification or 
combination; and 3) a teaching or suggestion in the cited prior art of each claimed limitation. 
See MPEP §706.02(j). As will be discussed below, the references cited by the Office Action do 
not teach or suggest each claimed limitation. For example, the cited references do not teach or 
suggest, alone or in combination, determining a relational database fi-om a plurality of data stores 
to service said request, wherein the plurality of data stores comprises the relational database and 
at least one LDAP directory. 

Durand "relates to methods for mapping data between an object-oriented data 
model and a relational data model." (Col. 1, lines 8-10) Durand discloses a method of mapping 
from a plurality of objects to a relational database that includes generating and populating a 
transit object with data fi-om the objects, populating a data structure with the information fi-om 
the transit object, and finally populating the relational database based on the structure. (Col. 3, 
lines 1-21) Durand's method of mapping from the relational database to the objects is essentially 
the reverse process, i.e., populating the data structure with information from the relational 
database, populating the transit object based on the data structure, and populating the objects 
with data from the transit object. (Col. 3, lines 22-39) However, Durand does not teach or 
suggest determining a relational database from a plurality of data stores to service said request, 
wherein the plurality of data stores comprises the relational database and at least one LDAP 
directory. 

Shen provides "a method and apparatus for transforming data base schemas to 
object models." Under Shen "the data base schema is mapped into instances in an ideal table 
meta model. Next, the information in the ideal table meta model is mapped into instances in an 
object meta model. Finally, the information in the object meta model is used to generate a file 
compatible with an object modeling tool for the purpose of displaying, in graphical form, the 
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object model on a visual display device of a computer." (Col. 1, lines 60-67) However, Shen 
does not teach or suggest, alone or in combination with Durand, determining a relational 
database from a plurality of data stores to service said request, wherein the plurality of data 
stores comprises the relational database and at least one LDAP directory. 

Tzelnic is directed to "computer data storage backup, and more particularly, to a 
data storage system that provides backup of physical storage units with a minimum of host 
computer system involvement." (Col. 1, lines 6-9) The cited portion of Tzelnic describes a file 
allocation table used to physically locate data stored on a storage device. However, Tzlenic does 
not teach or suggest, alone or in combination with Durand and/or Shen, determining a relational 
database from a plurality of data stores to service said request, wherein the plurality of data 
stores comprises the relational database and at least one LDAP directory. 

In summary, the combination of Durand, Shen, and Tzelnic is no more relevant to 
the pending claims than any of these references alone since none of the references, alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest determining a relational database from a plurality of data stores to 
service said request, wherein the plurality of data stores comprises the relational database and at 
least one LDAP directory. Rather, Durand teaches franslation between an object-oriented data 
model and a relational data model, Shen teaches an ideal table meta model used to generate a file 
to be used by a modeling tool in generating a graphical representation of an object model, and 
Tzelnic teaches a catalog used to physically locate a logical data structure but not to translate a 
request for that data. 

Independent claim 1, upon which claims 2-10 and 12-19 depend and independent 
claim 20, upon which claims 21-23 depend both recite in part " receiving a request to access data 
for a first attribute; determining a relational database from a plurality of data stores to service 
said request, wherein the plurality of data stores comprises the relational database and at least 
one LDAP directory; accessing the stored mapping catalog based on determining the relational 
database; and translating at least a portion of the request based on the stored mapping catalog." 
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None of the references, alone or in combination, teach or suggest determining a relational 
database from a plurality of data stores to service said request, wherein the plurality of data 
stores comprises the relational database and at least one LDAP directory. Rather, Durand 
teaches translation between an object-oriented data model and a relational data model, Shen 
teaches an ideal table meta model used to generate a file to be used by a modeling tool in 
generating a graphical representation of an object model, and Tzelnic teaches a catalog used to 
physically locate a logical data structure but not to franslate a request for that data. For at least 
these reasons, the rejection should be withdrawn and claims 1-10 and 12-23 should be allowed. 

Independent claim 31, upon which claims 32-36 depend, independent claim 37, 
upon which claims 38-42 depend, and independent claim 43, upon which claim 44 depends, each 
recite in part "receiving a request to access data for a first attribute, said request identifies said 
data in a first data format, said first data format includes objects, said objects include one or 
more attributes; determining a relational database from a plurality of data stores to service said 
request, wherein the plurality of data stores comprises the relational database and at least one 
LDAP directory." None of the references, alone or in combination, teach or suggest determining 
a relational database from a plurality of data stores to service said request, wherein the plurality 
of data stores comprises the relational database and at least one LDAP directory. Rather, Durand 
teaches franslation between an object-oriented data model and a relational data model, Shen 
teaches an ideal table meta model used to generate a file to be used by a modeling tool in 
generating a graphical representation of an object model, and Tzelnic teaches a catalog used to 
physically locate a logical data structure but not to franslate a request for that data. For at least 
these reasons, the rejection should be withdrawn and claims 31-44 should be allowed. 

35 U.S.C. S 103 Rejection. Durand in view of Shen. in further view of Tzelnic, and in further 
view of Bachmann 

The Office Action has rejected claims 3, 22, 32 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Dtirand in view of Shen, in fiirther view of Tzelnic, and in fiirther 
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view of U. S. Patent No. 6,085,188 to Bachmann et al. (hereinafter "Bachmann"). Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the claims for at least the 
reason that claims 3, 22, 32 and 38 each depend upon base claims that are thought to be 
allowable as discussed in detail above. 

35 U.S.C. S 103 Rejection, Durand in view ofShen, in further view ofTzelnic, and in further 

view of Henninser 

The Office Action has rejected claims 18 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Durand in view of Shen, in further view ofTzelnic, and further in view 
of U. S. Patent No. 5,499,371 to Henninger et al. (hereinafter "Henninger"). Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the claims for at least the 
reason that claims 18 and 19 both depend upon independent claim 1 which is though to be 
allowable as discussed in detail above. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant believes all claims now pending in this 
Application are in condition for allowance. The issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance at an 
early date is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
this application, please telephone the undersigned at 303-571-4000. 

Dated: April 22. 20098 Respectfiilly submitted, 

AVilliam J. Daley/ 

William J. Daley 
Reg. No. 52,471 
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